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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554
In the Matter of: )MM Docket No. 99-325

)
Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems )
And Their Impact on the Terrestrial )
Radio Broadcast Service )

)

To: The Commission,

On December 3rd, 2001, the National Radio Systems Committee (NRSC), sponsored by the National Association of
Broadcasters and the Consumer Electronics Association, submitted a report from the Evaluation Working Group of the
DAB Subcommittee of the NRSC entitled Evaluation of the iBiquity Digital Corporation IBOC System , Part I – FM
IBOC.

By the public notice , issued on 12/3/2001 the Commissioners sought public comment on the NRSC report,
conclusions, and recommendations concerning the iBiquity hybrid mode FM IBOC DAB system, as well as on the
iBiquity FM IBOC test results, with respect to the Commission’s stated DAB policy goals and selection criteria.

In the NPRM dated November 1st, 1999, the Commission defined and stated as its policy goals for a new terrestrial
Digital Audio Broadcast (DAB) service and sought comment on terrestrial in-band, on-channel (IBOC) AM and FM
DAB systems and AM and FM DAB systems based on allocation of new radio spectrum in different frequency bands.

The Commission also stated in the NPRM its belief that it is necessary and appropriate to rely on some degree on the
expertise of the private sector for DAB system evaluations, and listed the following 10 tentative selection criteria for
DAB systems:

1,2) Enhanced Audio Fidelity/Robustness to interference, criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 21 of the
NPRM dated November 1st, 1999 as follows:



We comment  that the test results of the iBiuity system reveal that  the “near CD sound quality will not be achieved
even under the most optimistic test conditions because the 96K bandwidth is insufficient to produce “near CD quality
except by relying on “psychoacoustic test” results that are  subjective, and  very suspect. They are prone to extreme
measurement error.

We note the advanced age of the  fifty-five subjects, attending an NAB convention (an inappropriately
composed test group probably more likely to represent the broadcast interest advocacy position, than a neutral or
skeptical position).

 The poor selection of neutral test subjects and failure to include females and younger people with unimpaired
high frequency hearing is testament to the very low quality of this testing work!
 The FCC should insist on much more stringent selection criteria, and include far larger equal numbers of men
and women of all ages and viewpoints, sinde this is subjective testing, and easily skewed by small, pre-selected by
occupation, and non double-blind study methodology.



Given this transparent attempt to skew the results in favor of  iBiquity IBOC, subjective test methodology
should be dispensed with, as a valid teat criteria for proof or assurance that the audio quality meets the “Near CD
Quality” standard suggested by USADR and Lucent.

Only actual OBJECTIVE testing can prove or assure that the criteria for enhanced audio quality, using
conventional audio distortion, signal to noise ratio and spectral power density distribution will protect the public’s right
to preserve the audio quality, and continued use of the FM broadcast band, at all rf signal levels, (no just those in the so
called” protected contour)”

Any additional improvement in audio signal quality or immunity from interference attributable to so called
”Psychoacoustic (noise masking) Testing” should be welcomed as an unmeasurable bonus

Al, but as yet unmeasurable bonus,  but should not considered by the Commission as OBJECTIVE PROOF of
superior audio signal quality or interference reduction

While OBOC technology has been tested, better analog receivers have allowed greater sensitivity and enhanced
reception range with good SNR than the older models permitted. These newer receivers perform well far beyond the
so-called “protected contour. Since iBiquity proposes to INTENTIONALLY introduce interference into the FM
broadcast band, existing listeners, either within our outside the analog protected contours deserve protection from
IBOC interference

3) Compatibility with existing analog service, criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 22, 23, 24 and 25 of the
NPRM dated November 1st, 1999 as follows:



We comment that Fig 10 below (From the NRSC report, dated 3 Dec. fails to support the NRSC’s own
conclusion that “ With respect to carriers that are located 1st adjacent to an IBOC signal, listeners within the
protected contour SHOULD NOT PERCIEVE  an impact on the analog host signal…” and that “ (only) “A
limited number of listeners MAY PERCEIVE an impact outside the protected contour” are not proven by any
OBJECTIVE test, but rather improperly rely on SUBJECTIVE psychoacoustic (Noise Masking) test criteria.
We comment that the publics right to continued use of the  FM  broadcast band will be severely impaired.
We offer further comments below on the improper testing, delineated by our use of asterisks(**)





b



We comment that hybrid FM is incompatible with analog FM.

4) The Spectrum Efficiency criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 26, 27 and 28 of the NPRM dated
November 1st, 1999 as follows:





5,6) The Flexibility/auxiliary criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 29 and 30 of the NPRM dated November
1st, 1999 as follows:

We comment that the  flexibility criteria benefit the broadcast interest far more than any public interest, and
should be given a very low priority.



The  auxillary criteria benefit the broadcast interest far more than any public interest, and should be given a
very low priority.

7) The Extensibility criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 31 of the NPRM dated November 1st, 1999 as
follows:

8) The Accommodation for Existing Broadcasters criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 32 of the NPRM
dated November 1st, 1999 as follows:



The iBiquity system jams rather than accomodates existing services , including LPFM.

9) The Coverage criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 33 of the NPRM dated November 1st, 1999 as
follows:

Coverage would be poorer especially for the multitudes of audiophiles with large investments in
superb analog receivers.

10) The Implementation Costs/affordability of equipment criteria are referred to and defined in paragraph 34 of the
NPRM dated November 1st, 1999 as follows:



We comment that the huge existing base of AM and FM Broadcast receivers would be rendered AM only for
many users if the iBiquity system were permitted to co-exist on the currrent FM Band and the Commission
should embrace the Eureka 147 band III system and make an additional band, potentially the L-Band at
1400mHz for a wide-band terrestrial system and place any system such as iBiquity on that band in lieu of
ruining the investment in the low, medium and high quality receivers.


